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THE OEIGIN OF THE NOTAE BELATIONIS IN HEBBEW. 

By Kichard Kraetzschmar, Ph. D., 

Leipzig, Germany. 



As is well known, there are two relative pronouns in Hebrew, ~\tftit and JJ>, 
and it is a much debated question, but one not yet definitely settled, whether they 
are etymologically related or whether ")^H is to be separated from & . The 
common opinion is that ""|t}>}$ and JJ> belong together in their derivation. It is 
not necessary to take up the attempted explanations which would refer both rela- 
tives back to an original verbal root, as these are already antiquated, and hence 
we have only to do with the method which is in vogue to-day, viz. : to derive 
them from pronominal roots. Three explanations have been offered. Some 
scholars claim that JJ? has arisen from "|{J>X by aphaeresis of fc( and assimila- 
tion of ") . So Gesenius 1 , Ewald 3 and Olshausen 3 . Others argue for the priority 
of JJ> and regard *"|{£fj< as a formation of it. According to these, the original 
form was ^JJ^X , consisting of three particles, analogous to the Arabic ^Ml 4 

which, by hardening of ^ to ~\ , has passed over to ""|t$>j$ . So Philippi 5 , Sperl- 
ing 6 , and similarly Brown 7 , who regards ""ICJW as a formation of JJ> by means of 
{< prostheticum (cf . Konig 8 ) and ") , for which he compares the Coptic equiva- 
lents musar and mus, stufar and stuf from Stern's Koptische Orammatik. 
Others again refer ")JJJ{< and JJ> to a common pronominal form ^JJJ , which is 
the ground form of both. So Bottcher 9 and Konig 10 . 

In favor of these derivations is, first, the close grammatical connection 
between the two relatives, which also argues for a common origin ; and further, 
the consideration that all Semitic relative pronouns have arisen from one 
pronominal stem — from the J-stem, relatively the closely allied d-stems 11 — or, 
at least, one which contains it (cf. the 3 m icjjt). On the other side, over 



i Gesenius, Thesaurus, cf . • W . 

s Ewald, Ausfilhrliches Lehrbuch der hebr. Sprache. 8 Aufl., 1870; §181b. 

3 Olshausen, Lehrbuch der hebr. Sprache, 1861, p. 439; ef . § 68". 

4 Wright, A Grammar of the Arabic Language. I. § 347. 

» Philippi, Wesen und Vrsprung des Status constructus im Hebr., p. 72; note. 

6 Sperling, Die Nota Relationis im Hebr., 1876. 

' Brown, Hebbaica, Jan., 1886. 

» Histor.-Kritisches Lehrgebdude der hebr. Sprache, 1881, p. 140. 

9 Bottcher, Ausftthrl. Lehrbuch der hebr. Sprache. Bd. I., p. 78 sqq. 

io Konig, I. c, p. 140. 

ii Cf . my article on Belativpronomen und Relativsatz im Assyrischen, BSS. I., 2., p. 370 sqq. 
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against these two reasons, there are important considerations which place in great 
doubt the possibility of the above explanations, as well as the pronominal origin 
01 "ICK m general. Sperling 1 has already and correctly observed the difficulty 
in Ewald's explanation, by showing that he has worked from a wrong basis. The 
real support and starting-point of this explanation is as follows, that the Daghes- 
forte in Hebrew is always a sign of the assimilation of a letter to the one follow- 
ing. This is, however, incorrect, as Sperling shows, because Daghes-forte is often 
used, where there is and can be no assimilation, to render firm the sound of a pre- 
ceding short word. He rightly refers to the exactly analogous Daghes-forte of the 
article. -Jf is not, as is still commonly done, to be referred to an original ^|"f 

so that it would be identical with JJ& ; J( • but it goes back to the ground-form 

|~| and further to ha, of which the Arabic article is a formation by means of the 

T 

pronominal element I, which we meet in this function in other places in 
Semitic. When Hommel 2 accepts this explanation of Daghes-forte for • \ff but 
rejects it for - ,"7 , referring it back to ^|"f , it is only a concession which he 
makes to the earlier and dominating opinion as to the origin of the Hebrew article. 
One can go even further and say that doubling of the following consonant often 
occurs, when a long vowel becomes short. Here compensation is made for the 
shortening of the long vowel by the doubling of the following consonant. This 
Daghes-forte may be called compensative 3 . Such is the Daghes in the relative • {J> , 
as well as in ■ fj , and we are therefore entitled to accept for both an originally 
long vowel. For •{£>' this opinion is supported by the original length of the 
vowel of the Assyrian relative pronoun l a , which is closely related to • Itf (cf . 
for this further on and my article mentioned above, p. 371 sq). 

In like manner Sperling has also overthrown the hypothesis of Bottcher, 
because the ^{J? , which is placed as the basis of his view, is simply invented ; 
for the later Hebrew *-}1£ , as Hommel has correctly remarked [1. c, p. 712, anm. 
4) has nothing to do with this original ^JJ> , because it is composed of • {£>' and 
the preposition of the Dative "? , and is a very late formation. Again the further 
development of • JJ> to *1t2?N offers many difficulties. The solution put forward 
by Brown is impossible. The analogies brought by him from the Coptic are of 
no value, because in the Hebrew we have a Semitic language, and in Semitic such 
a formation by means of ~| , especially in the case of pronominal stems, would be 
unheard of. How would one explain this *) ? As is well known there is in the 
Semitic no pronominal root beginning with *) and never has been. But also the 



i Sperling, p. 6sqq. 

i Hommel, ZDMQ., XXXII., p. 713. 

3 The same principle of doubling is to be seen in Assyrian words, with vowels which 
are undoubtedly long, e. g., uru = "lltt, ruku, "far off," kima, "like," etc., are written 
urru, rukku, kimma; cf. Delitzsch, Assyr. Oram., 811. 
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opinion advocated by Philippi and Sperling, the only one of the above which can 
be defended— presents many difficulties. Hommel classifies them as follows: 

1) that the exchange of "? and "| in Semitic (except, at most, the dialectic change 
in some of the Semitic languages) has not been proved, in fact is impossible and 

2) that "I as a pronominal stem does not occur in any of the conjunctive or 
adverbial particles of any of the Semitic languages (the rin p, |^?oi is a spe- 
cial peculiarity of the Syriac, and 1= also occurs). This makes the pronominal 
derivation of ")t^N impossible. 

The first of these two arguments can be debated, but the second is of great 
weight. Sperling is compelled to acknowledge its importance, for he says: 
" Behaupten wir nun, in dem hebr. "ItJ'K eine Weiterbildung der beiden durch 
Kanaanaisches JJ> und pho3nic. JJ>}< sprachlich fixierten Deuteworten zu finden, 
so miissen wir bekennen, dass jenes *) die hebr. Nota relationis zunachst aus 

allem Zusammenhange mit den Relativf orm der angef iihrten semit. Sprachen 

treten, unmittelbar auf einen Pronominalstamm sich nicht zuruckfuhren lasst 
und darum eine unmittelbare Erklarung nicht bietet." 

In recognition of these serious difficulties, many scholars have denied any 
etymological connection between gf and ")££>£< and have referred "IJJ'tf to an orig- 
inal noun-form. The first to do this was Tsepregi 1 , while Fleischer, Miihlau 2 , 
Stade 3 , Hommel*, Kautzsch 5 , Miiller«, Miihlau-Volck 7 , Sayce, etc., have followed 
him. According to these ")£J>N goes back to an original substantive, with the 

So* y Z 

meaning "place," corresponding to the Arabic A\ ; Syriac bA , Aramaic "VlK- 

The possibility of the transition in meaning from " place," then " where," to that 
of a general relative cannot be denied, and is even admitted by the opponents of 
this explanation. Compare Schrader 8 and Philippi, the latter of whom brings 
forward as an analogous the Chinese so "place," which is also a relative (cf. 
Schott, Chinesische Sprachlehre, p. 66); cf. further Persian I ^C = "wo des ortes," 
which was originally used like the common Relative ^; and the vulgar method 

of expression in German "der Mann wo ich sehe" for "der Mann welchen ich 
sehe." The Assyrian throws great light upon this question and makes it almost 
certain that *)JJ*J< is to be referred to a substantive with the meaning " place." 
A word very much used in Assyrian is asru, "place," plur. asrati (e. g. V. R 



i Tsepregi, Dissert. Ludg. 

s Miihlau, in Bottcher, Lehrb. der hebr. Sprache. I., p. 78 Aran. 8. 

3 Stade, MorgerilUnd. Forschungen, 1875, p. 188 Anni. ; Lehrbuch der hebr. Sprache. I., § 167. 

i Hommel, I. c, p. 708 sqq. 

s Kautzsch, in Gesenius' Hebr. Grammattk, 23 Aufl., § 123. 

s Miiller, Hebr. QrammatVi § 135. 

" Miihlau-Volck in Gesenius' Hebr. Handwiyrterbuch, 10 Aufl., unter ~\V/H . 

8 Schrader, Jena'er Litt.-Zeitung, 1875, p. 299. 
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65 1. 15) a regular Jij-formation. The \tf is not original, but corresponds to 
original Semitic t; cf. the Arabic, Syriac, Aramaic form, according to the well 
known law of phonetics that the Arabic ^ Aramaic ft , Hebrew {£>', Assyrian g 
correspond to the original Semitic t. The stat. constr. is agar. This asm can, 
like other substantives, subordinate a whole sentence (cf . ? 9 of my Abhandlung 
iiber den Belativsatz) but it always does this without the intervention of g a and 
always in the stat. constr., and so this asar has become a Kelative With the mean- 
ing " where," " whither." In fact, it is so petrified that, when it connects a number 
of things, it still remains agar and does not assume the plural form. Agar and 
~)t£fit were very early brought together because of their similarity in sound, but 
Hommel was the first to thoroughly prove this connection. It is to be regretted 
that he has made a mistake in his proof, and hence has arrived at false results. 
He cites two passages for agar. The first is Sennacherib Taylor, IV., 22-24 : 

" die Fliichtlinge agar ikagadu urassapu ina kakki durchbohrten sie 

mit der Waffe, wo sie (sie) trafen," which " zeigt, wie man sich den tibergang von 
der ursprl. Bedeutung 'Ort' zu der rein relativen zu vermitteln habe." The 
other is Nebuchadnezzar, E. I. H, II., 14sqq., which "zeigt, wie im Semitischen 
die Yerwendung dieses Nomens als Relativspronomen vorkommen konnte " and 
where " eine andere Erklarung ganz ausgeschlossen ist." This important passage 
has been mistranslated by him. He reads i 8 padanim pihiiti 19 asar kib- 
sisu arrusu 20 sipila ibagu and translates " Ein Terrain der Verschlossenheit 
dessen Pfad und Steg hiigelig war," connecting agar with the suffix in arrusu 
(=arrut-gu). On the other hand, this passage must be read padanim 

pihuti agar kibsi guprusu and translated " verschlossene Wege, wo 

(=auf denen) ein Betreten gehemmt ist." 1 Agar is never used, as Hommel uses 
it here, as a general Belative pronoun 2 , but always as a Belative of place. We can 
well see how asar gradually lost its substantive force, and how its original 
meaning "place" weakened, so that only a step was needed for it to become a 
general Belative, a step, however, which was not and could not be taken in the 
Assyrian, but which was taken, probably, in the Hebrew. 

Again agar was used as a substantive in the meaning "there, where," 
" there, whither," " thither, where," " thither, whither," or according to our opin- 
ion and method of expression, " mit Einschluss seines Demonstrativs." Examples 
are: agar birka manahtu iga sir aban gadi ugibma, " there where my 
knees found a resting place, I sat down on the top of the mountain," Sennacherib 
Taylor, III., 88 sq.; Tarku asar innabtu rasubat kakki Asur ishap- 



i Suprusu is Perm. III. of D13 with relative u, and ki bsu is a Nom. with the Nom. end- 
ing i, so commonly used by the Babylonians; cf. Delitzsch, Assyr. Oram., p. 180, and my Abhand- 
lung ilber den Belativsatz, BSS., p. 408 sq. 

2 Lyon. Sarg. Cyl., 33 appears to accept this also. 



300 Hbbbaica. 

s u m a , " the might of A s u r ' s weapons overthrew T a r k u . whither he had fled," 
V E. 11.20; asar tallaki ittiki lullik, " whither thou goest, thither shall I 
go with thee," Asurb. Sm., 125, 61 ; "they may go asar sibata whither they 
please," Strass. Leyd. 8, Neb. VII., 16 sqq., etc. Again it can depend on a pre- 
ceding substantive, in which case it corresponds to the Eelative § a with a Prepo- 
sition and suffix, e. g. : "the country Mas asar {=sa kiribsu) urn am seri 
!a ibasu u issur same la isakanu kinu where (=in which) no beast 
of the field and no bird of the heavens builds its nest," V R. VIII. 108 sqq. ; 
ina res eniSubnat asar sal am saTukultipalesara uTukulti-Adar 
izziziini, "at the sources of the river Subnat, where an image of T. and T. 
A. is placed," Asurn. I, 104 sq. ; sade bit markitisu asar itanaprasidu, 
"the mountain, his house of refuge, where (=in which) he had fled," V B. X., 
13 sq.; "the house asar epru bubiissunu where dust is their food," Descent 
of Istar, obv. 3, Shalmaneser obelisk, 69, etc. With attraction of the Eela- 
tive in the relative sentence : asar abu. banua ina S a ana Sarruti 
ipkidus ana maskanisu u t i r 5 u = literally, where my father had appointed 
him king (sc. in the city of Sa), thither I returned him to his place," V E. 

II. 16sq., for ana Sa asar ipkidus utiru 1 . Asar can so far lose its 

original meaning, that, in a relative sentence where there is another expression of 
place with a suffix referring back to agar, it can absorb this suffix, a kind of 
absorption which one only finds elsewhere after the Relative pronoun S a . An 
instructive example for this is : Bitriduti sa Sin-ahe-erba Sarruti epu- 
Su ina libbisu asar Asur-ahe-iddina abu banua kiribsu aldu, 
"Bitriduti, in which Sennacherib ruled, in the midst of which (literally, 
where— in its midst) Esarhaddon, my father, was born," V E. I. 25 sqq. The 
kiribsu which exactly corresponds to ina libbisu refers back to asar, just 
as if s a and not asar stood at the beginning of the relative sentence. This 
example shows that asar has deteriorated into a half-way relative with a weak 
local coloring. 

Asar has not gone any further than this in the Assyrian, and it was not 
possible, because asar retained its character as a substantive in the meaning 
" place " until the last, so that it was impossible that a form of it should come 
into use as a general Eelative like the Hebrew "HJJ^ . One can only conceive of 
this if the corresponding substantive had died, and was retained only in the petri- 
fied form asar, which then could have easily passed into uses which had nothing 
in common with its original meaning. This is the case in Hebrew, where the 



i For further examples of this kind of attraction, ef. my AWiandlung liber den Belativsatz, 
BSS., p. 401 sq.. Even here the idea expressed in the relative sentence is replaced by a corrspond- 
ingonet'ami maskaniSu) in the principle sentence; for ana, which should really have stood 
before Sa, it was necessary in accordance with the structure of the whole sentence, for an a n a 
to be inserted in the Relative sentence. 
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substantive from which "\^a is to be derived has been lost, and only this one 
form of it is retained. Schrader urges this point against Stade's explanation, but 
it is rather an argument for the derivation of "IJJ'N from a substantive. 

We have, then, in the Assyrian Relative of Place asar. the middle and con- 
necting link between a substantive with the meaning " place," which lies at the 
basis of "IJJ^ and the purely relative use of "|JJ>tf. The corresponding sub- 
stantive in Hebrew must have been, according to the laws of formation, "!££>'}< , 
stat. constr. "Ijy'N . The change of — of the second syllable to — is a change 
which is often found in Hebrew, and which explains itself in the frequent use of 
the word and hence does not make any difficulties for this etymology, cf. the 
change of JJ? to {J? . The original meaning of "IJJ'K is so far lost, that it easily 
enters into such combinations as "ItJ'N DlpD > IJJ'N DipP 1 - -A- trace of its 
substantive nature and original meaning is perhaps found in uses like : ""|J£J}0 
" in the place where," Ruth 1. 17 ; "I^K ^J? , " upon the place, where," 1 Kgs. 
xviii. 12, etc., which are otherwise very difficult to explain. Compare the labori- 
ous attempts at explanation made by Konig, I. c, p. 139 and Ewald, I.e., I 333a. 
The latter says: "Da nun "lt£>K als Accusativ auch die allgemeine Hinweisung 
auf Ort, Zeit, Art und Weise enthalt (§ 331c 3), so versteht sich, wie "SI^H, ty 

wohin bedeuten kann." This is, however, not so plain, for even if it is true 

that *")5J^ "als Accusativ die allgemeine Hinweisung auf Ort, Zeit, Art und 
Weise angeben kann," this is the case only after a noun which as antecedent 
refers to it, but not when the Relative stands alone. 

Corresponding to the original Hebrew Relative pronoun, there is the {£? com- 
mon to the Phoenician and Assyrian. This is the ground form of JJ>, as the 
Assyrian has still preserved it ; cf . my Abhandlung cited above. Sperling's view 
that — is the original vowel is absolutely impossible. — is rather — , for we 
still find the form • JJ? , e. g., Judg. v. 7 ; Job xix. 29 ; and even the form JJ' , 
e - §•> nflKty i Judg. vi. 17. The Assyrian §a also argues for an a-vowel. 5J» is 

T — T 

found not only in the late, post-exilic books, but also in the oldest portions of the 
Old Testament, e. g., Judg. v. 7, Canticles and especially in such as are of North 
Israelitish origin. Originally it completely corresponded in its use to the 
Assyrian la. As a sign of the genitive it is still found in the proper name 
^NJJ^IfiD > " Maa or God," Gen. iv. 18 ; as a Relative often (for the most part in 
later writings) ; as a conjunction with the meaning "that," Koh. n. 13; in. 18; 
ix. 5; Judg. vi. 17, etc., and "while," Cant. i. 6 ; v. 2; Koh. n. 18, etc. If it is 
found in the later writing, where it again takes the place of *15$*{< , in a 
broader use than the Assyrian s a , this is to be explained, on the one hand, by 
the fact that it has deteriorated more, as even the outward form shows (the 



1 Cf . Konig, I. c, p. 140. 
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vocalization of the vowel to a S e wa, cf . {J> , Koh. n. 22 ; in. 18) corresponding to 
Syriac ? ; and, on the other hand, as due to the influence of "\$iS which was exclu- 
sively used for so long a time, and which, in accordance with its nature, had a 
wider use, so that when \tf again came to the front, it assumed this use. This is 
the only explanation of the fact that \tf , which was used originally like Phoe- 
nician JJ> and Assyrian s a as a sign of the genitive and was not so used in late 
Hebrew, while ? , ^ , in spite of their other deterioration, as respects their char- 
acter as demonstratives, never lost this use, and of the fact that it was always 
connected by means of *? with an incomplete relative sentence, as was the case 
with *1JJ>N ; cf. fiEfrtlfytf iJ"M3Q i " tne bed of Solomon," Cant. in. 7 ; and that 
the late Hebrew ^{JJ which took the place of the Genitive particles arose from 
*7 and {£>' . The possibility of introducing the Genitive simply by the (demonstra- 
tive) Relative as in most of the other Semitic languages, was lost because of the 
prevailing use of ^&i$ through so many centuries. 



